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We were interested in answering these research questions:

1. Do the QRIS Rating Levels differ as expected in their
underlying components of quality and their associated
subscales?

2. What s the correlation among Checklist Indicators within
Standard Areas?

3. What s the correlation among Standard Areas,
Professional Development, Learning Environment, and
QRIS Rating?

4. Do subcomponent rating profiles (or paths to quality)
differ by provider type?

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Sample Characteristics

« Sample included all providers who received an Early
Achievers rating from 6/19/2013 to 8/15/2017.

« For providers with multiple ratings, the most recent rating
data were used (N=1,484).

« The initial analysis was limited to non-ECEAP/HS
Licensed/Exempt and Hybrid sites (n=1,143)

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Research Model

All rated providers
6/19/2013 —8/15/2017

Most recent rating
N = 1484

Licensedbr Hybrid Sites HS/ECEAP
Exempt Sites n=41 Pathway
n =1102 n =341
Reciprocity
Points
v v l l v

Quality Standard Areas
-Child Outcomes
(10 checklist indicators)

-Curriculum and Staff
Supports
(15 checklist indicators)

-Family Engagement
and Partnership
(10 checklist indicators)

Staff Professional Dev.

-Director

-Lead Teacher

-Assistant Teacher

Learning Envonment
-Environmental Rating
Scale (ERS)

-CLASS Emotional Support
and Classroom
Organization (ES/CO)

-CLASS Instructional
Support (IS)

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Research Question 1.
Do the QRIS Rating Levels differ as expected in their underlying
components of quality and their associated subscales?

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Standard Area: Child Outcomes

Average Child Outcomes Total Score by QRIS Rating

Level
7 6.53* _
« Average scores across rating

) levels differ in the expected
J° direction — with higher average
2 4 scores corresponding to
g5 2.80% higher rating levels.
E

2.26

 However, the difference in
average score between rating
levels 2 and 3 is small

o]

[y

2 3 4 compared to the difference
_ ansRatngtevel between Level 3 and 4.
Note: Child Outcome total score out of 10 possible points
Level 2, n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Lewel 5, e Differences between Levels
(Omitted. Asterisks (*) indicate significant difference
between Levels-3 or Level8-n 6 LK p 0 & 2-3 and Levels 3-4 are

statistically significant.
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Standard Area: Child Outcomes

Child Outcomes Checklist Indicators: One-way ANOVA and post

hoc mean comparlson tests
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co1 co2 co3 co4 CO5 Co6 CO cos CO COo10
N Level 2 0.09 0.91 1.00 0.10 0.02 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01
B Level 3 0.15 0.97 1.00 0.23 0.05 0.14 0.02 0.04 0.16 0.03
H Level 4 0.52 1.00 1.00 0.88 0.55 0.79 0.40 0.34 0.74 0.31

Note: Checklist Indicators are scored as 1/0 indicating Met/Not met. Averages represent percent of
programs meeting in eacirea. LevelR, n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Lewnell5(Omitteql.
Asterisks (*) indicate significant difference between Lev8l®PLevels-B 0 DIDKD n p

» Just four indicators (CO1, CO2, CO4, and Cefdw significant differences
between Level 2 and Level 3.
* All but oneindicator (CO3}hows significant differences between Level 3

and Level 4.
www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Standard Area: Curriculum & Staff Supports

Average Curriculum and Staff Supports Total Score
by QRIS Rating Level

14

12.31*

12

10

6.38%*

. 5.29

Avg. Total Score

2 3 4
QRIS Rating Level
Note: Curriculum & Staff Supports total score out of 10 possible pbausl| 2, n=151;

Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; LevakF3i, (Omitteq. Asterisks (*) indicate significant

difference between Levelsor Level8-n 6 LDKOnp 0 @
Average scores across rating levels differ in the expected direction — with
higher average scores corresponding to higher rating levels.
However, the difference in average score between rating levels 2 and 3 is
small compared to the difference between Level 3 and 4.
Differences between Levels 2-3 and Levels 3-4 are statistically

significant.
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Standard Area: Curriculum & Staff Supports

Curriculum and Staff Supports Checklist Indicators: One-way ANOVA
and post hoc mean comparison tests

1.20

1.00

0.8
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[=]
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CS51
Hlevel 2 0.38
B level 3 051
mlevel4 0091

552
0.15
0.22
0.86

553
0.15
0.22
0.86

€554
0.19
0.28
0.90

CSS5
0.19
0.27
0.90

C556
0.79
0.83
0.97

557
0.79
0.83
0.97

(558
0.79
0.83
0.97

559
0.63
0.70
0.95

# # # *
# ¥ ¥ #
# #
#
. £
#
. * - £
#
#

C5510 (SS11 | CSS12  (CSS13  (CSS514 | CSS15
0.47 023 004 016 015 0.18
053 026 011 023 025 033
091 047 048 071 067 079

Note: Checklist Indicators are scored as 1/0 indicating Met/Not met. Averages represent percent of
programs meeting in eacirea. LeveR, n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Lenell5(Omitteq.
Asterisks (*) indicate significant difference between Lev@®PLevels-B 0 LDK®Pnp 0 @

« Just four indicators (CSS1, CSS12, CSS14, and CSS15) show significant
differences between Level 2 and Level 3.
« All indicators show significant differences between Level 3 and Level 4.
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Standard Area: Family Engagement & Partnership

Average Family Engagement & Partnership Total Score
by QRIS Rating Level

o

8.34*

[+.4]

~

=]

4.41%*

Avg. Total Score
¥ w = (9]

[y

0

2 3 4
QRIS Rating Level

Note: Family Engagement & Partnership total score out of 10 possible.fjantd 2,
n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Levetb(Omitted. Asterisks (*) indicate
significant difference between Level8®r Level8-n &6 LIXK®n p 0 &
* Average scores across rating levels differ in the expected direction — with higher
average scores corresponding to higher rating levels.
* However, the difference in average score between rating levels 2 and 3 is small
compared to the difference between Level 3 and 4.

» Differences between Levels2 and Levels-3 are statistically significant. 10
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Standard Area: Family Engagement & Partnership

Family Engagement & Partnership Checklist Indicators: One-way
ANOVA and post hoc mean comparison tests

1.20

= = *
1.00 . =
-
0.80
s * *
S . i .
v 0.60
Q.Q #
>
< =
0.40
- I I II II
FEP1 FEP2 FEP3 FEP4 FEPS FEP6 FEP7 FEP8 FEP9 FEP10
M level 2 0.89 0.75 0.08 0.07 0.46 0.34 0.35 0.19 0.23 0.05
Hlevel 3 091 0.79 0.15 0.14 0.62 0.48 0.57 0.23 0.38 0.13
M Level 4 1.00 0.97 0.57 0.66 0.90 0.97 0.98 0.76 091 0.64

Note: Checklist Indicators are scored as 1/0 indicating Met/Not met. Averages represent percent of
programs meeting in eacirea. Leve?, n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Lewnell5(Omitteql.
Asterisks (*) indicate significant difference between Lev@l®PLevels-B8 0 LIXKOPnp v ®

 Just four indicators (FEP5, FEP6, FEP7, and F&H89) significant differences between

Level 2 and Level 3.
 All but oneindicator (FEP13hows significant differences between Level 3 and Level 4.
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Learning Environment

Average Learning Environment Subscale Total Score by QRIS Rating Level

6.32%
6 5.72%
5.15

5 4.61%
z
§ . 3.85*% 3.76*
™
=
= 2.90 2.84*
®
< 2.13

2

1

0

Average of ERS Site Avg. Average of ES/CO Site Avg. Average of IS Site Avg.

mlevel 2 mlevel 3 mlevel 4

Note: Learning Environment subscales are: Environmental Rating Scale (ERS), Emotional Support/ Classroom
Organization (ES/CO), and Instructional Support (IS). Max possible points differ across Learning Environment
subcomponentsLevel 2, n=151; Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Lewel fOmitted. Asterisks (*) indicate
significant difference between Level82r Level8-n 6 LIK®np 0 @

Average scores across rating levels differ in the expected direction — with
higher average scores corresponding to higher rating levels.
Differences between Levels 2-3 and Levels 3-4 are statistically

significant. L2
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Standard Area: Professional Development (Licensed Sites Only)

Average Professional Development Total Points by QRIS

Rating Level
6
4.81%

5
o 4
8
Es3
@ 1.76
< 1.28

0

2 3 4

QRIS Rating Level

Note: Professional Development total score out of 10 possible pbasl 2, n=151;
Level 3, n=790; Level 4, n=58; Levaki, (Omitted. Asterisks (*) indicate significant
difference between LevelsXor Level8-n 0 LDKDPnp 0 @

« Average scores across rating levels differ in the expected direction — with
higher average scores corresponding to higher rating levels.

* However, the difference in average score between rating levels 2 and 3 is
small compared to the difference between Level 3 and 4.

- Differences between Levels 3-4 are statistically significant. 13
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Key Takeaways — Research Question 1

Research Question 1: Do the QRIS Rating Levels differ as expected in their underlying

components of quality and their associated subscales?

» Across all subcomponent total scores, averages differ in the expected direction — with
higher average scores corresponding to higher rating levels. However, the difference in
average score between rating levels 2 and 3 is small compared to the difference
between Level 3 and 4.

« The following Checklist Indicators did not show significant differences between QRIS
Levels 2 and 3:

« Child Outcome (CO): CO3, C0O5-8, CO10
* Curriculum and Staff Support (CSS): CSS2-11, CSS13
« Family Engagement and Partnership (FEP): FEP1- 4, FEPS, FEP10.

« The following Checklist Indicators did not show significant differences between QRIS
Levels 3 and 4:

e Child Outcome (CO): CO3
« Family Engagement and Partnership (FEP): FEP1

« Learning Environment and Professional Development Standard Areas differ as
expected across QRIS Rating Levels. PD is only significant between QRIS Rating
Levels 3 and 4.
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Research Question 2:
What is the correlation among Checklist Indicators within
Standard Areas?

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Standard Area: Child Outcomes

Correlations among Child Outcomes Checklist Indicators

1C01
2002
3.003
4.C04
5.C05
6.C06
1.C07
8.C08
9.C09
10.CO10
11, CO Total Points

055
03| o
orf om om 059 0%

» Correlations among Child Outcomes Checklist Indicators are low with the exception
of one moderately high correlation between C06 and CO4 (0.64).

» Correlations with CO3 were omitted by the statistical software because 100% of
providers met this criteria. We assume this CO3 is highly correlated with CO2
because more than 90% of providers met this criteria as well.
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>

Standard Area: Curriculum and Staff Supports

Correlations among CSS Checklist Indicators

7 8

10

11

10. CsS10
11. Css11
12. Css12
13, Css13

0.14
14. CSS14 013 o
15. CSS15 0.36

0.20|
16. CSS Total Points 0.38)

Note: Total Points represents total points earned across all Standard Area and Observed
Quality subcomponents.

* Most Curriculum and Staff Support (CSS) Checklist Indicators have low to moderate
correlations with one another.

* Exceptions include: CSS2 and CSS3 (1.00), CSS4 and CSS5 (0.98), CSS6 and CSS7
(1.00), CSS6 and CSS8 (1.00), CSS7 and CSS8 (1.00), and CSS9 and CSS10 (0.71).

17
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Standard Area: Family Engagement and Partnership

Correlations among FEP Checklist Indicators

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. FEP1
2. FEP2 0.6
3. FEP3 0.14 0.24
4. FEP4 0.12 0.11 0.26
5. FEP5 0.10] 0.12 0.15 0.13
6. FEP6 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.33
7. FEP7 0.15 0.16 0.13 0.22 0.05 0.55
8. FEP8 0.07 0.11 0.20 0.20 0.14 0.26 0.26
9. FEP9 0.10] 0.09 0.18 0.20 0.13 0.27 0.30 0.21
10. FEP10 0.11 0.13 0.17 0.19 0.13 0.20 0.22 0.22 0.51
11. FEP Total Points 0.44 0.49 0.49 0.51 0.40 0.65 0.62 0.52 0.59 0.5

Note: Total Points represents total points earned across all Standard Area and Observed
Quality subcomponents.

« Correlations among Family Engagement and Partnership (FEP) Checklist
Indicators are low with the exception of one moderately high correlation
between FEP1 and FEP2 (0.60).

18
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Key Takeaways — Research Question 2

Research Question #2: What is the correlation among Checklist
Indicators within Standard Areas?

The following correlations are considered moderate to high indicating
that Checklist Indicators may not be contributing unique information
about programs.

« Child Outcome (CO) Checklist Indicators CO2 and CO3 (0.90+),
and CO4 and CO6 (0.64).

e Curriculum and Staff Support (CSS) Checklist Indicators CSS2 and
CSS3 (1.00), CSS4 and CSS5 (0.98), CSS6 and CSS7 (1.00),
CSS6 and CSS8 (1.00), CSS7 and CSS8 (1.00), and CSS9 and
CSS10 (0.71).

« Family Engagement and Partnership (FEP) Checklist Indicators
FEP1 and FEP2 (0.60).
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Research Question 3:
What is the correlation among Standard Areas, Professional
Development, Learning Environment, and QRIS Rating?

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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All Subcomponents (Licensed Sites Only)

Correlations among Child Outcomes Checklist Indicators

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.CO 1.00
2. CSS 0.51 1.00
3. FEP 0.57 0.45 1.00
4.PD 0.24 0.19 0.24 1.00
5. ERS 0.34 0.31 0.33 0.17 1.00
6. ES/CO 0.19 0.23 0.24 0.15 0.41 1.00
7.15 0.26 0.27 0.33 0.17 0.43 0.63 1.00
8. Total Points 0.62 0.66 0.63 0.41 0.55 0.56 0.66 1.00
9. QRIS Rating 0.42 0.33 0.36 0.21 0.57 0.36 0.52 0.72] 1.00

Note:Learning Environment subscales are: Environmental Rating Scale (ERS), Emotional Support/ Classroom Organization (ES/C
Instructional Support (ISptandard Area subcomponents are Child Outcomes (CO), Curriculum Staff Support (CSS), Family Engage
and Partnership (FEP), and Professional Development (PD). Total Points represents total points earned across all $tandard Are
Observed Quality subcomponents.

» With exception of the correlation between ES/CO and IS (0.63), subcomponents have
low to moderate correlations with one another suggesting each address somewhat
different aspects of quality.

« Among the six subcomponents, Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) and Instructional
support (IS) have the strongest correlation with QRIS Rating Level (0.57 and 0.52
respectively).

» Conversely, Curriculum and Staff Support (CSS) and Professional Development (PD)
have the weakest correlation with QRIS Rating Level (0.33 and 0.21 respectively)
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Key Takeaways — Research Question 3

Research Question #3: What is the correlation among Standard
Areas, Professional Development, Learning Environment, and QRIS
Rating?

« Overall, it appears that each subcomponent (CO, CSS, FEP, PD,
ERS, ES/CO, and IS) contribute unique information to QRIS ratings.

« ERS and IS appear to have the strongest correlation with QRIS
Rating Level whereas CSS and PD have the weakest correlation
with QRIS Rating Level.

» Note that correlations between subcomponents and QRIS Rating
Levels are limited in interpretability due to lack of variability among
program Rating Levels and inability to account for provider
characteristics (e.g. program type, geographic region, etc.).
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Research Question 4.
Do subcomponent rating profiles (or paths to quality)
differ by provider type?

www.dcyf.wa.gov
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Paths to quality by subcomponent average total score

Average subcomponent score by program type by QRIS Rating Level

*

14

12

10

[+.4]

=

o]

CO (CSS FEP ERS ES/CO IS CO (CSS FEP ERS ES/CO IS CO (CSS FEP ERS ES/CO IS

o

Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

] B Center Care M Family Home
Note: Professional Development (PD) scores are drawn from subset of overall sample that does not

include Hybrid Sites. Scoring scale differs by subcompdxetatisks (*) indicate significant difference
betweenprogram type (K@ n p 0 &

» Center vs Family Home differencé@saverage total score across subcomponents are
more pronounced at QRIS Levels 2 and 3

» Across QRIS Rating Levels 3 and 4, Family Homes sites score significantly higher than
Center Care sites on CSS.

» Across QRIS Rating Levels 2 and 3, Center Care sites score significantly higher than
Family Home sites on FEP and ES/CO. 24
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Paths to quality by initial rating level
(Providers rated once or more)

QRIS Rating progression by program type

=

QRIS Rating Level

w

—

Initial Rating Avg. End Rating

e CC Level 2 CClLevel 3 CCLevel 4
FH Leve| 2 emmmmFH |eve| 3 s FH Level 4

Note : Center Care = CC, Family Home = FH

Overall, providers initially rated at a Level 2 appear to be progressing in quality at a
higher rate then providers initially rated at a Level 3 or Level 4,
Among providers initially rated at a Level 2, Centers appear to be progressing at a

slightly greater rate than Licensed Family Sites.
Note that Family Home sites are less likely than Centers to be rated multiple times.
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Key Takeaways

Research Question #4: Do subcomponent rating profiles (or paths to
quality) differ by provider type?

« Findings indicate that Centers and Family Home providers differ
slightly (on average) in the composition of points earned across
subcomponents when rated at a Level 2 or 3. These differences
largely diminish among Level 4 rated sites.

« Among Level 2 and 3 sites, Centers providers are stronger in FEP and
ES/CO whereas Family Home providers are stronger in CSS among
Level 3 and 4 sites.

« Overall, providers initially rated at a Level 2 appear to be progressing
in quality at a higher rate then providers initially rated at a Level 3 or
Level 4.

« Among providers initially rated at a Level 2, Centers appear to be
progressing at a slightly greater rate than Licensed Family Sites.
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Recommendations to Program Leadership

« If goal of the QRIS is that Level 3 programs provide higher quality care
than Level 2 programs, then the rating structure between these two levels
should be strengthened.

« Consider revising CO3, C0O5-8, and CO10
« Consider revising CSS2-11, and CSS13

« Consider combining into one new standard: CO2 and CO3; CSS2 and
CSS3; CSS4 and CSS5; CSS6, CSS7,and CSS8; CSS9 and CSS10;
FEP1 and FEP2.

« Streamline Standard Areas that are less directly linked with QRIS Rating
Levels such as CSS and PD.
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Questions?

vickie.ybarra@dcyf.wa.gov
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